
































































































































































































 
 

Maria Roumpani 
Founding Partner, mroumpani@currentenergy.group 

 

Professional Summary 
Maria is an expert in energy system planning with deep experience in quantitative modeling and 
economic analysis of grid planning and operations issues. She focuses on the economic and 
technical analysis of resource procurement, grid operations, and ratepayer impact questions, with 
experience in capacity expansion optimization, production cost simulation, and the development of 
customized analytical tools and frameworks. Maria has submitted expert testimony and comments 
on integrated resource planning, generation plant economics, unit commitment and dispatch 
practices, power cost analysis, and demand-side management plans. Her clients include consumer 
advocates, public interest organizations, energy project developers, government agencies, and large 
energy buyers. 
 

Education 
PhD, Management Science & Engineering  
Stanford University, 2018  
  
MSc, Electrical and Computer Engineering  
National Technical University of Athens, 2009 
 

Work Experience 
Founding Partner, Current Energy Group (May 2024 – Present)  
 Founding partner specializing in the economic and technical analysis of grid planning and 

operations issues, including capacity expansion, production cost, and energy storage dispatch 
modeling.  
 

Founder, ELO Engineering Consulting (March 2024 – May 2024)  
 Conducted analysis on energy policy and economic issues.  

 
Technical Director | Strategen Consulting (2018 – March 2024)  
 Led firmwide technical and economic modeling and analysis to support consulting 

engagements. Specialized in the use of modeling tools to inform grid planning and 
decarbonization issues.  
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Research Assistant | Precourt Institute for Energy, Stanford University (2011 – 2017)  
 Conducted research in a wide range of topics, from game theoretical approaches in electricity 

markets to behavioral economics. 
 
Researcher | Energy, Economics, & Environment Modeling laboratory, National Technical 
University of Athens, (2009-2010, 2015)   
 Contributed to the development of long-term energy planning models.  
 Developed a wholesale electricity market competition model. 
 

Expert Testimony 
 
2025 Biennial Consolidated Carbon Plan and Integrated Resource Plan of Duke Energy 
Carolinas, LLC and Duke Energy Progress, LLC 
on behalf of the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, the Sierra Club, and Vote Solar  
North Carolina Utilities Commission 
Docket No. E-100, Sub 207 
Testimony 
 
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC and Duke Energy Progress, LLC’s Joint Application to Engage in 
a Business Combination 
on behalf of the Sierra Club  
Public Service Commission of South Carolina  
Docket No. 2025-230-E  
Testimony 
 
Virginia Electric and Power Company’s Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity to construct and operate the Chesterfield Energy Reliability Center  
on behalf of Advanced Energy United 
Virginia State Corporation Commission 
Case No. PUR-2025-00037 
Testimony   
 
Georgia Power Company's 2025 Integrated Resource Plan  
on behalf of Georgia Conservation Voters Georgia  
Georgia Public Service Commission  
Docket No. 56002  
Testimony 
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Virginia Electric and Power Company’s 2024 Integrated Resource Plan  
on behalf of Advanced Energy United 
Virginia State Corporation Commission 
Case No. PUR-2023-00066 
Testimony   
 
East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. Application for Approval of Demand Side Management 
Tariffs 
on behalf of Joint Intervenors Appalachian Citizens’ Law Center, Kentuckians for The 
Commonwealth, and Mountain Association 
Kentucky Public Service Commission 
Case No. 2024-00370  
Testimony 
 
NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company 2025-2044 Integrated Resource Plan 
on behalf of Advanced Energy United 
Public Utilities Commission of Nevada  
Docket No. 24-05041  
Testimony  
 
Duke Energy Carolinas and Duke Energy Progress 2023 Integrated Resource Plans 
on behalf of Sierra Club, South Carolina Coastal Conservation League, Southern Alliance for Clean 
Energy, Upstate Forever, and Vote Solarௗ 
Public Service Commission of South Carolina 
Docket No. 2023-8-E & No. 2023-10-E  
Testimonyௗ  

 
Biennial Consolidated Carbon Plan and Integrated Resource Plans of Duke Energy Carolinas, 
and Duke Energy Progress,ௗ 
on behalf of the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Sierra Club, Natural Resources Defense 
Council, and North Carolina Sustainable Energy Associationௗ 
North Carolina Utilities Commission 
Docket E-100, Sub 190  
Testimony    
 
Annual Review of Base Rates for Fuel Costs of Dominion Energy South Carolina, Inc.  
on behalf of the South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff   
Public Service Commission of South Carolina  
Docket No 2023-2-E  
Testimony  
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Annual Review of Base Rates for Fuel Costs of Duke Energy Progress, LLC  
on behalf of the South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff 
Public Service Commission of South Carolina 
Docket No 2023-1-E  
Testimony  
 
Virginia Electric and Power Company 2023 Integrated Resource Plan 
on behalf of Advanced Energy United  
Virginia State Corporation Commission 
Case No. PUR-2023-00066 
Testimony   
 
PacifiCorp’s Transition Adjustment Mechanism 
on behalf of Sierra Club 
Oregon Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. UE 420  
Testimony  
 
DTE 2022 IRP 
on behalf of the Michigan Energy Innovation Business Council   
Michigan Public Service Commission 
Case U-21193 
Testimony  
 
Duke Energy Carolinas and Duke Energy Progress 2022 Carbon Plan  
on behalf of the Tech Customers 
North Carolina Utilities Commission 
Docket E-100, Sub 179 
Testimony  
 
Public Service Company of Colorado  
on behalf of Sierra Club  
Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
Proceeding No. 21A-0141E 
Testimony 



ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service
Commission Staff

Question No.: STAFF 1-94 Part No.: Addendum:

Question

Please provide ELL's most recent BP26 Load and Capability Report, and any
subsequent updates, revisions, internal planning versions, or analyses reflecting updated
load or resource assumptions used for planning or decision-making purposes. This would
include updated analysis to plan for large load customers such as Laidley, Evest, Hyundai,
etc. With respect to each version provided:

a. Identify all individual load additions included in the annual load
projections, including the projected MW and MWh for each such load by
year;

b. For each of the following projects, state whether the load is included in the
projections and, if so, for each provide the complete projected ramp (MW
and MWh) by year until projected steady state load is achieved:

i. Laidley (Meta) project;
ii. Evest (Meta) project;
iii. Hyundai project (publicly disclosed March 2025);
iv. Shintech Louisiana project (publicly disclosed March 2026);
v. Hut 8 / FluidStack project (publicly disclosed  December  2025);
vi. Air Liquide project (publicly disclosed June 2025);
vii. Any other block load additions separately considered by ELL

c. For any of the above loads not included in the projections, explain the basis
for exclusion and identify whether ELL has evaluated such load for
planning purposes outside of the Load and Capability Report;

d. For any of the above loads not included in the projections of the Load and
Capability Report, but for which ELL has developed or considered a
projected ramp (MW and MWh) by year for any planning, modeling, or
decision-making purpose, provide such projected ramp.

e. Provide the annual total system load projections both:
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i. Including all of the above projects; and
ii. Excluding each project individually; and provide the resulting

difference in total system load (MW and MWh) for each case by
year.

f. Provide all supporting workpapers and calculations in Excel format with
formulas intact, including any models or inputs used to generate the
projections.

g. To the extent the Company has performed any scenario analyses or
sensitivity analyses related to the inclusion or exclusion of any of the
resources or loads identified above, please provide all such analyses,
including any analyses evaluating variations in load growth, retirement
assumptions, resource additions, or timing of such resources

Response:

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. Subject
to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows.

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding
duplication of HSPM files.

Please see the HSPM attachment provided in the Company’s response to  Staff 1-
94, BP26 and Evest L&Cs_HSPM.

a. See attached workpapers in Excel file Staff 1-94 BP26 ELL
PART_AB_HSPM.xlsx showing the list of all individual load additions
included in the annual load projections, including the projected MW and
MWh for each such load by year.

b. See attached workpapers in Excel file Staff 1-94 BP26 ELL
PART_AB_HSPM.xlsx showing which of the listed projects were
included in projections, including projected ramp (MW and MWh) by year
until steady state load is achieved.

c. The Air Liquide project (publicly disclosed June 2025) from the list was
not included in the projections because ELL did not know about this
project at the time the Business Plan was developed.

U-37853 CR131



d. No additional projected ramps exist.

e. See attached HSPM workpaper Excel file Staff 1-94 BP26 ELL
PART_AB_HSPM.xlsx.

f. See the workpapers referenced in this response.

g. No scenario analysis or sensitivity analysis was performed related to the
inclusion of any of the resources or loads identified above.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC        
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC  
to the First Set of Data Requests 
of Requesting Party: Southern Renewable 
Energy Association 

Question No.:  SREA 1-7 Part No.:  Addendum:  

Question:   

Please refer to Plaisance Direct at pp. 19-20 discussing ELL’s capacity needs in 
reference to new loads associated with the Hyundai Motor Group, CF Industries, and the 
Woodside Energy Group, and at p. 20 line 13 noting that these projects collectively 
represent of  of incremental load growth. 

a. Please provide the annual load projected for the Hyundai Motor Group
project by year from 2027 to 2037, differentiated between fully contracted
load and noncontracted load.

b. Please provide the annual load projected for the CF Industries project by
year from 2027 to 2037, differentiated between fully contracted load and
non-contracted load.

c. Please provide the annual load projected for the Woodside Energy Group
project by year from 2027 to 2037, differentiated between fully contracted
load and noncontracted load.

Response:  

The Company objects to this request to the extent it seeks customer-specific 
information, as such information is highly sensitive and confidential and the release of such 
information could cause undue harm to both the Company and the specific customers 
whose information is requested.  The Company further objects to the request for customer-
specific information to the extent it seeks information that could violate the provisions of 
the Commission’s General Order in LPSC Docket No. R-29213.  The Company further 
objects to the request as vague and ambiguous, because the response references a difference 
“between fully contracted load and non-contracted load”, which distinction is unclear. 
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing, the Company responds as follows.  

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive 
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing 
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Question No.:  SREA 1-7 

Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed 
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives 
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in 
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding 
duplication of HSPM files. 

See the HSPM attachment titled “SREA 1-7 BP26 ELL PART_ABC_HSPM.”  The 
specific customers are anonymized as Project G, Project WG, and Project X.  Further, the 
Projected Ramp MWh by year listed in the attachment are not probability-weighted and 
instead are based on the relevant customers’ full contracted load. 
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Environmental Defense
Fund

Question No.: EDF 1-5 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

Is the load forecast used for the economic evaluation in AURORA in this docket
the same as BP26? If not, please provide a detailed explanation of any differences.

Response:

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests. The
Company further objects to the request as the reference to “economic evaluation” is vague
and ambiguous, including because AURORA is used for production cost modeling, and
the economic evaluation is not performed in AURORA.  The Company further objects to
the request for an exhaustive list of any differences.  Subject to and without waiving the
objection, the Company responds as follows.

The AURORA modeling was done based on BP25 rather than BP26, because BP25
was the operative business plan at the time the economic evaluation of the RFP results was
performed.  Notably, BP26 was used in preparing the supply plan, as reflected in the Direct
Testimony of Michael J. Plaisance.  Further responding, please see the Company’s
response to EDF 1-10.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC        
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC 
to the First Set of Data Requests  
Requesting Party: Sierra Club 

Question No.:  SIERRA 1-1 Part No.: Addendum: 

Question:   

Please provide workpapers and modeling files supporting the Company’s proposed 
Combined Cycle Combustion Turbines (“CCCT”) units in this matter, including (not 
limited to) all input files, output files, and pre- or post-processing of those inputs and 
outputs for all resource portfolios, scenarios, sensitivities, and years modeled, in machine-
readable Excel format. 

Response: 

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent 
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations 
or requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure.The 
Company further objects to the statement that the requests are “continuing in nature” 
such that the Company should supplement under certain circumstances set forth in the 
“Instructions”, as such statement and instruction seek to impose obligations beyond what 
is required under the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure, Article 1428. The 
Company further objects to this request as overbroad, vague, and ambiguous.  Subject 
to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows. 

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive 
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate 
Reviewing Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect 
and executed in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing 
representatives through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files 
shall be treated in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality 
Agreement regarding duplication of HSPM files. 

See the HSPM attachments. 
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC 
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC  
to the First Set of Data Requests 
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club 

Question No.:  SIERRA 1-4 Part No.:  Addendum:  

Question:   

Please provide ELL’s most recent peak load and energy forecasts, the peak load 
and energy forecasts used in this filing (if different), and all peak load and energy scenarios 
used to evaluate the proposed CCCTs, in machine-readable Excel format. 

a. For each load and energy forecast, please provide:

i. The annual amount of load and energy that is due to large loads that
have signed agreements or contracts with the Company.

ii. The annual amount of load and energy that is due to potential large
load customers, including supporting analysis for how this amount
was determined.

Response:  

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent 
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations 
or requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. The 
Company further objects to the statement that the requests are “continuing in nature” such 
that the Company should supplement under certain circumstances set forth in the 
“Instructions”, as such statement and instruction seek to impose obligations beyond what 
is required under the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure, Article 1428. Subject to and 
without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows.   

See the attached HSPM workpapers in Excel file RL-U37853-00SIE001-
L004_HSPM.xlsx showing ELL’s most recent approved peak load and energy 
forecasts used to evaluate the proposed CCCTs.   

a. See the attached HSPM workpapers in Excel file RL-U37853-00SIE001-
L004_PART_A_HSPM.xlsx showing the annual amount of load and
energy that is due to large loads that have signed agreements as well as load
and energy that is due to potential large load customers.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC         
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 
 
 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC   
to the First Set of Data Requests  
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club  
  
 
Question No.: SIERRA 1-25 Part No.:  Addendum:  
 
Question:   
 
 Please provide ELL’s most recent final, unredacted Integrated Resource Plan, 
including all appendices and exhibits and all supporting workpapers. 
 

 
Response:  
  
 The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent 
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or 
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. The 
Company further objects to the statement that the requests are “continuing in nature” such 
that the Company should supplement under certain circumstances set forth in the 
“Instructions”, as such statement and instruction seek to impose obligations beyond what 
is required under the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure, Article 1428. The Company 
further objects to this request as overbroad and unduly burdensome to the extent it seeks 
“all supporting workpapers.” Subject to and without waiving the objections, the Company 
responds as follows.  
 

Please see the public and HSPM attachments. 
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Environmental Defense
Fund

Question No.: EDF 1-3 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

Provide the following to allow comparison between the Final 2023 IRP load
forecast and the BP26/AURORA load forecast:

a) The Final 2023 IRP peak load (MW) and energy (MWh) forecast by
customer segment (residential, commercial, industrial, and other) for each
year modeled;

b) The BP26 peak load (MW) and energy (MWh) forecast by customer
segment for the same years; and

c) The difference between the two forecasts by customer segment for each
year, explaining any differences.

Response:

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests.
Subject to and without waiving these objections, the Company responds as follows:

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding
duplication of HSPM files.

a. See the HSPM attachment RL-U37853-00EDF001-L003_ab_HSPM.xlsx,
tabs named BP22 Class Peaks and BP22 Class Energy.

b. See the HSPM attachment RL-U37853-00EDF001-L003_ab_HSPM.xlsx,
tabs named BP26 Class Peaks and BP26 Class Energy.
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Question No.: EDF 1-3

c. The Company objects to the request to the extent it seeks an exhaustive 
listing of each of the referenced differences and to the extent it seeks 
information that is equally available to the requester based on review of 
available documents.  Subject to and without waiving the foregoing, the 
largest single driver of differences of MWh volumes in the two 
forecasts is the new, large industrial customers in BP26. These types of 
customers, along with the change concerning wholesale energy from 
BP22 (which is now part of the retail industrial energy), comprise
95-100% of the energy differences between the two forecasts.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Environmental Defense
Fund

Question No.: EDF 1-9 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

For each large industrial customer whose load is included in the BP26 forecast,
state whether ELL has executed an ESA or other binding load commitment with that
customer. If yes, provide the ESA, identify the date of execution, the contracted peak
demand, and the contracted in-service date, including the projected load ramp. If no ESA
exists, describe the basis on which the load was included in the forecast and the probability
assigned to that load materializing on the assumed schedule.

Response:

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests. The 
Company further objects to the request as the reference to “contracted in-service date” is 
vague and ambiguous.  The Company further objects to this request as seeking information 
that is irrelevant and/or not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence, including with respect to the request for contract execution dates.  Subject to and 
without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows:

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive 
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing 
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed 
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives 
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in 
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding 
duplication of HSPM files.

See the Company’s response to Sierra 2-8 for responsive information concerning 
the estimated total MW size of each individually modeled large industrial customer 
project in BP26, the status of the project at the time of BP26 development (Signed ESA, 
Announced, etc.), and the projected load ramp reflected as annual MWh included in the 
BP26 forecast on a probability-weighted basis. Please also see the Company’s Addendum 
to its response to Sierra 3-11. See also the Company’s response to EDF 1-2(e) for a 
description of why the non-contracted load was included.  At present, only  does 
not yet have a signed ESA; all other projects listed in Sierra 2-8 have signed ESAs.  As 
with any other individually modeled project without a signed ESA, the ISD for
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Question No.: EDF 1-9

 that was used in the forecast is based on information from the relevant customer
at the time of the forecast development.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the Second Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club

Question No.: SIERRA 2-8 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

a.
.

b.

.

c.

.

d.

e.
.

f.

.

g.

.
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Question No.: SIERRA 2-8

Response:

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. The
Company further objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that was not used
in evaluating the Proposed Generators, as such request is overbroad and seeks information
that is irrelevant and/or not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.  Subject to and without waiving the foregoing, the Company responds as follows.

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding
duplication of HSPM files.

a. The Company objects to this request as vague, ambiguous, and overbroad,
including in particular because the request does not specify any specific,
alleged discrepancy at issue.  Subject to and without waiving the foregoing,
the referenced requests sought different information.

b. See the HSPM attachment “RL-U37853-00SIE001-L004 PART A HSPM”
provided in the Company’s response to Sierra 1-4, specifically column G.
ED Pipeline Customer ID 3598 is the only customer to date without a signed
agreement.

c. The Company objects to the request as overbroad and as seeking
information that is irrelevant and/or not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.  The Company further objects to this
request as seeking customer-specific information that, if released, would
carry a high risk of causing undue harm to both the Company and each
customer’s competitive positions.  The Company further objects to the
request to the extent it seeks information that could violate the provisions
of the Commission’s General Order in LPSC Docket No. R-29213.

d. See the HSPM attachment “RL-U37853-00SIE002-L008_PART A
HSPM”, which is an updated version of “RL-U37853-00SIE001-L004
PART A HSPM” that was produced in response to Sierra 1-4, and which
contains information responsive to this request in column G.

e. See the HSPM attachment “RL-U37853-00SIE001-L004 PART A HSPM”
provided in the Company’s response to Sierra 1-4, specifically column G.
ED Pipeline Customer ID 3598 is the only customer to date in the referenced
file without a signed agreement.

U-37853 SIERRA 2-8 EV165



Question No.: SIERRA 2-8

f. All customers identified in HSPM attachment “RL-U37853-00SIE001-
L004 PART A HSPM” were included load forecasting.

g. There is no formally defined threshold for what constitutes a “large load.”
For forecasting purposes, a 10 MW guideline is commonly used to
differentiate small and large industrial loads.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC         
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 
 
 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC   
to the Third Set of Data Requests  
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club  
  
 
Question No.:  SIERRA 3-11 Part No.:  Addendum:  
 
Question:   
 
 Please update  

 
 

 
 

 
Response:  
 

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests. The 
Company further objects to this request as seeking irrelevant information and/or 
information that is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence.  The Company also objects to this request as seeking customer-specific 
information that, if released, would carry a high risk of causing undue harm to both the 
Company and each customer’s competitive positions.  The Company further objects to the 
request to the extent it seeks information that could violate the provisions of the 
Commission’s General Order in LPSC Docket No. R-29213. 
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LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Environmental Defense
Fund

Question No.: EDF 1-2 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

For each large industrial customer whose load is included in the Company’s
Business Plan 2026 (“BP26”) forecast and/or the AURORA model, provide:

a) A copy of any executed Electric Service Agreement ("ESA") or other
binding load commitment between ELL and that customer or its affiliates;

b) If an ESA exists, the peak demand (MW) and annual energy (MWh)
specified in the ESA for each year of the agreement term;

c) If an ESA exists, whether it specifies any level of demand response or load
flexibility, and if so, please explain the terms;

d) If an ESA exists, a comparison of the annual peak demand and annual
energy (load ramp schedule) in the ESA against the values included in the
BP26 forecast and the AURORA model, and an explanation of any
differences; and

e) If no ESA exists for a particular customer, identify the basis on which that
customer's load was included in the BP26 forecast and the AURORA
model.

Response:

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests.
Subject to and without waiving these objections, the Company responds as follows:

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding
duplication of HSPM files.

U-37853 CR245
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Question No.: EDF 1-2

a. See the Company’s objections in response to Sierra 1-5 and 2-8.

b. Please see the attachment provided in response to Sierra 2-8 for information 
concerning the peak demand (MW).  ESAs do not specify annual energy 
(MWh).

c. Please see the Company’s Addendum to its response to Sierra 2-8.

d. Please see the response to sub-part (b).  With the exception of
in the attachment provided in response to Sierra 2-8, all other prospective 
large industrial loads included in the hourly load forecasts are probability 
weighted as to their maximum MW and therefore have lower MW levels 
in the forecast than the levels in the ESAs.  However, and as further 
clarification, the column titled “Total Load MW” in Sierra 2-8 
represents maximum MW for each of the referenced customers, which are 
not probability-weighted.

e)  referenced in the attachment to Sierra 2-9 currently does not have
a signed ESA.  That project was included on a probability-weighted basis
using an estimated MW size and start date that came from conversations
between ELL and the customer.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club

Question No.: SIERRA 1-6 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

For all firm contracts that ELL has signed with prospective large load customers in
the past year, please provide the following information (to the extent possible, e.g.
redacting customers’ names if necessary) for each prospective customer:

a. The anticipated level of seasonal peak demand of each customer by year

b. The anticipated level of capacity that the customer would provide, i.e. self-
supply, and the type and capacity of resource(s) provided.

c. The term length of the agreement in years

d. The minimum levels of energy and/or demand that the customer is required
to use

e. The customer’s type of industry

f. Any load flexibility or demand-side measures that the customer has agreed
to implement

g. The current status of the project

h. Whether the project has been included in load forecasts used in this filing—
and what level of annual peak load and energy was included.

Response:

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure.  The
Company further objects to the statement that the requests are “continuing in nature” such
that the Company should supplement under certain circumstances set forth in the
“Instructions”, as such statement and instruction seek to impose obligations beyond what
is required under the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure, Article 1428.  The Company
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further objects to this request as overbroad and as seeking information that is irrelevant
and/or not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence. The
Company further objects to the extent this request seeks customer-specific information
that, if released, would carry a high risk of causing undue harm to both the Company and
each customer’s competitive positions.  The Company further objects to the request to the
extent it seeks information that could violate the provisions of the Commission’s General
Order in LPSC Docket No. R-29213.  Subject to and without waiving the objections, the
Company responds as follows.

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding
duplication of HSPM files.

a. Please see the HSPM and AEO attachments, which sets forth the relevant
customers’ current projected load.  Please note that one of the specified
amounts has been marked as Attorneys’ Eyes Only (“AEO”).

b. The Company objects to this request as seeking irrelevant information,
objectionable customer-specific information, and information that is
uniquely in the possession of customers whose identities are confidential.

c. Please see the HSPM attachment.

d. The Company objects to this request as seeking irrelevant and objectionable
customer-specific information.

e. Please see the HSPM attachment.

f. Please see the HSPM attachment.

g. The Company specifically objects to this request as vague and ambiguous.
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, each of the
customers whose information is included in the HSPM attachment has
executed an ESA with the Company.

h. Please see the HSPM attachment.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Environmental Defense
Fund

Question No.: EDF 1-12 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

Has ELL conducted any analysis to quantify the bill impact for other ratepayers or
serving the load for the Hyundai steel mill, the CF Industries ammonia facility, and the
Woodside LNG facility. If yes, please provide. If not, please explain why.

Response:

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests.  The
Company further objects to this request as seeking information that is irrelevant and/or not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  The Company
further objects to the request to the extent it mischaracterizes and/or misinterprets the
testimony in this matter.  Subject to and without waiving these objections, the Company
responds as follows:

ELL has not conducted any analysis to quantify the bill impacts described in the
request. ELL does not calculate the bill impacts for other ratepayers to serve a particular
customer on an individual basis.  ELL’s line extension policy under its Terms and
Conditions filed with the LPSC serves to ensure that provision of service to new customers
does not unduly burden its existing ratepayers.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club

Question No.: SIERRA 1-15 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

Has the Company considered surplus interconnection resources that could use
existing interconnection rights?

a. If so, please provide the capacity, resource type, and location of resources
being considered.

b. If not, please explain why not.

Response:

 The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent 
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or 
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. The 
Company further objects to the statement that the requests are “continuing in nature” such 
that the Company should supplement under certain circumstances set forth in the 
“Instructions”, as such statement and instruction seek to impose obligations beyond what 
is required under the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure, Article 1428. Subject to and 
without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows.

As to the sites that are relevant in this docket, the Company does not have surplus 
interconnection capacity at either plant site.   The Company is currently evaluating the 
feasibility of such resources across its system; however, the Company’s evaluation is in 
its early stages and is ongoing.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC        
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC  
to the First Set of Data Requests 
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club 

Question No.:  SIERRA 1-14 Part No.:  Addendum:  

Question:   

Has the Company developed cost estimates for gas conversion of any of its coal 
units? 

a. If so, please provide the capital (including pipeline costs) and operating cost
estimates for each converted unit.

b. If not, please explain why not.

Response:  

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent 
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or 
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. The 
Company further objects to the directive that “these requests are continuing so as to require 
supplemental responses” as such directive seeks to impose obligations beyond what is 
required under the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure, Article 1428. The Company further 
objects to this request on the grounds that it seeks information that is irrelevant and not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible, evidence. Subject to 
and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows. 

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive 
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing 
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed 
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives 
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in 
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding 
duplication of HSPM files. 

A preliminary cost estimate has been compiled for the conversion of the Nelson 6 
coal plant to utilize natural gas as a fuel source.  This estimate, compiled in 2019 and 
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Question No.:  SIERRA 1-14 

generically converted to 2026$, reflects roughly  for the conversion cost. 
However, this cost reflects a previous design per industry standards at the time of 
development that is no longer recommended by the Original Equipment Manufacturer.  
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Environmental Defense
Fund

Question No.: EDF 1-16 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

In his February 2026 Direct Testimony (see Answer to Q30), Michael J. Plaisance
states that “unit-deactivation dates have been modified [from BP24] to balance ELL's
ability to meet its energy and capacity needs with achieving customer affordability.”

a) Please provide the assumed deactivation dates for Little Gypsy Units 2 and
3 and Nelson Unit 6 in BP24 versus BP26.

b) Please explain what specific factors caused ELL to modify each
deactivation date.

c) Please provide any analysis comparing the cost to ratepayers of continuing
to operate Little Gypsy Units 2 and 3  and Nelson Unit 6 beyond their BP24
deactivation dates versus procuring replacement resources on the BP24
timeline.

Response:

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests.
Subject to and without waiving these objections, the Company responds as follows:

a. Assumed planning deactivation dates were as follows:
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BP24 BP26
Little Gypsy 2 5/31/2028 5/31/2030
Little Gypsy 3 5/31/2028 5/31/2030

Nelson 6 5/31/2028

Assumed to convert to a
gas-fired resource and

operate as such on
6/1/2028, after the

cessation of coal-firing at
this resource in 2/29/2028

b. The Company’s perspective on load growth has gradually changed from
BP24 (which was developed in mid-2023) to BP26, with a consistent
upward trend in peak demand and energy consumption observed in the load
forecast during that time period. With this increase in perspective on load
growth, the Company has over the past two years explored various options
to shore up ELL’s capacity position in response to the need to reliably serve
increased levels of customer load. The extension of the Little Gypsy 2 and
3 units and the ability to extend the operations of the Nelson 6 resource were
part of the tools in the long-term resource planning toolkit employed by the
Company in this new growth environment and were reflected in BP26.

c. The Company objects to subpart (c) of the request as vague and ambiguous.
Subject to and without waiving the objection, the Company responds that
no such analysis was performed for Little Gypsy 2 & 3.  The Company is
evaluating the cost to convert Nelson 6 from coal to gas but has not
completed an economic evaluation comparing that cost to other alternatives.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the Second Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club

Question No.: SIERRA 2-6 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

a. .

b. .

c.

Response:

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. Subject
to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows.

a. “Sierra Club 1-9 HSPM” pertains to the modeling assumptions that were
used for the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP. The workpapers from Sierra Club 1-1
“Exhibit MJP 1-1 BP26 Final L&Cs w Chart HSPM” are based on ELL’s
BP26 Final L&C, which is more current.

b. The current deactivation assumption for Nelson 6 set forth in BP26 is 2028.

c. See the Company’s response to Staff 1-90.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the Second Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club

Question No.: SIERRA 2-11 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

a.

.

b. .

Response:

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. Subject
to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows.

a. The Westlake proposal at the time of the RFP assumed the Nelson 6 unit
would deactivate at the time of Westlake COD. The request made by Mr.
Nguyen was to understand the potential cost impact from transmission
should Nelson 6 continue to operate and the Westlake CCCT rely upon
incremental NRIS.

b. Mr. Nguyen’s updated analysis included in his Direct Testimony assumes
Nelson 6 is operational at the same time Westlake comes online.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service
Commission Staff

Question No.:  STAFF 1-90 Part No.: Addendum:

Question

See the Direct Testimony of Nicholas D. Presser at 45. Regarding the continued
operation of Nelson 6:

a. Please describe in detail the Company's evaluation of continued operations
at Nelson 6. In your response, please provide:

ii. The start date of the evaluation;
ii. The internal or external entities performing the evaluation;
iii. The decision criteria being applied; and,
iv. The current status and expected completion date.

b. Please identify all operational scenarios being considered for Nelson 6 (e.g.,
full continued operation, seasonal operation, conversion, retirement, reserve
status, etc.) and describe each scenario in detail.

c. Please provide all analyses, studies, presentations, and/or internal
memorandum evaluating continued operations for Nelson 6.

d. Please provide all economic, reliability, environmental, and regulatory
criteria used to determine whether Nelson 6 will continue operating. In your,
response, please provide for each criteria any quantitative thresholds or
benchmarks used in the Company’s evaluations.

e. Please produce all models and assumptions used in evaluating the continued
operation of Nelson 6.

f. Please provide the amount of NRIS rights currently available at the Nelson
site, and provide the amount currently assumed by the Nelson 6 generator.

g. Please explain how the continued operation of Nelson 6 affects the need for,
timing of, and siting of the proposed Westlake facility.

h. Please explain whether the Company has evaluated siting alternatives for
Westlake under scenarios where Nelson 6 continues operating, retires, and

U-37853 EV187



Question No.:  STAFF 1-90

operates in a limited or modified capacity. If so, please describe the results
of each evaluation.

i. Please produce any and all analyses comparing Westlake siting options
under different Nelson 6 operational scenarios.

j. Does the Nelson site remain the most reasonable option for siting Westlake
under all operational scenarios considered for Nelson 6?

k. Are there any scenarios under which the Nelson site is not the most
reasonable option to site Westlake? If so, please explain those scenarios.

l. Please produce any and all documentation supporting the contention that
the Nelson site is the most reasonable siting option.

m. Please describe all internal discussions, recommendations, or preliminary
conclusions regarding continued operation of N6, including any preferred
outcome.

n. Please explain whether the Company has developed a preferred plan or
recommendation regarding N6, even if not yet finalized, and describe that
plan.

o. Please produce all board materials, executive briefings, or management
presentations discussing N6’s future.

p. Please state when the Company expects to make a definitive decision
regarding N6 and identify all approvals required (internal and regulatory).

q. Please explain why the Company proceeded with testimony asserting the
Nelson site as the most reasonable option before making a definitive
decision regarding N6.

Response:

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. The
Company further objects to the statement that the requests are “continuing in nature” such
that the Company should supplement under certain circumstances set forth in the
“Instructions”, as such statement and instruction seek to impose obligations beyond what
is required under the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure, Article 1428. The Company
further objects to this request as vague, ambiguous, and that it is overly broad and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence.  The
Company interprets this request as seeking information pertaining to

being performed with respect to the Nelson 6 site.
Subject to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows.
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a.
(i.) (ii.) (iv.)

(iii).

b. See the response to subpart (a.) above.

c. The Company objects to the request as overbroad.  Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing objections, please see the response to subpart (a.)
above.

d. The Company objects to this request as overbroad and premature. Subject
to and without waiving the foregoing, please see the response to subpart (a.)
above.

e. The Company objects to the request that as premature. Subject to and
without waiving the foregoing, please see the response to subpart (a.)
above.

f. There are 774 MW total at the Nelson site, of which 550 MW are
attributable to Nelson 6.

g. See the responses to Q63 and Q64 in the Direct Testimony of Nicholas D.
Pressler.

h. See the response to Q64 in the Direct Testimony of Nicholas D. Pressler.

i. See the response to Q64 in the Direct Testimony of Nicholas D. Pressler.

j. See the response to Q64 in the Direct Testimony of Nicholas D. Pressler.

k. The Company objects to this request as overbroad.  Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing, ELL does not have any analysis indicating that the
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Nelson site would not be the most reasonable location for siting the
proposed Westlake project.

l. The Company objects to this request as overbroad.  Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing, please see the response to Q64 in the Direct
Testimony of Nicholas D. Pressler and the HSPM attachment included in
response to Staff 1-70.

m. The Company objects to this request as overbroad, unduly burdensome, and
as seeking information that is irrelevant and/or not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  The Company further objects
to the request to the extent it seeks information protected by the attorney-
client privilege and/or work-product doctrine.  The Company further objects
to this request as premature.  Subject to and without waiving the foregoing,
please see the response to subpart (a.).

n. Please see the response to subpart (a.).

o. The Company objects to this request as overbroad, unduly burdensome, and
as seeking information that is irrelevant and/or not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  The Company further objects
to the request to the extent it seeks information protected by the attorney-
client privilege and/or work-product doctrine.  The Company further objects
to this request as premature.

p.

q. As referenced in response to Q63 and Q64 in the Direct Testimony of Nick
Pressler, and as discussed in Q21-Q23 in the Direct Testimony of Michael
J. Plaisance, the Company has identified a need for incremental generation
at the Nelson site due to, among other factors, significant load growth in the
near term, and the Nelson site is considered to be the most reasonable site
for the new generator to serve the WOTAB planning area.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC         
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 
 
 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC   
to the First Set of Data Requests 
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club 

 

  
  
 
Question No.:  SIERRA 1-11 Part No.:  Addendum:  
 
Question:   
 
 Please provide all RFPs issued for new supply-side resources in the past two years, 
including the bids received and any analyses of the bids done by or for the Company. 
 

a. Refer to page 29 of the Direct Testimony of Patrick A. Sullivan, which 
states “the Company issued a number of RFPs contemporaneously with the 
2024 CCCT RFP” that “cast a wide net for available generation options to 
serve its customers” and “performed a diligent search for available options 
to add generating capacity.” 

 
i. In the Company’s response, please specify all resource options that 

bid into the RFPs that were issued contemporaneously with the 2024 
CCCT RFP and which were considered as potential resource 
alternatives to the proposed Westlake and WF6 power stations. 

 
 
Response:  
 
 The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent 
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or 
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. The 
Company further objects to the statement that the requests are “continuing in nature” such 
that the Company should supplement under certain circumstances set forth in the 
“Instructions”, as such statement and instruction seek to impose obligations beyond what 
is required under the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure, Article 1428. The Company 
further objects to this request as overbroad and as seeking information that is irrelevant 
and/or not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, including 
in particular with respect to the request that the Company provide “the bids received and 
any analyses of the bids done by or for the Company.”  The Company further objects to 
the request to the extent it characterizes the contemporaneous RFPs as seeking resources 
“which were considered as potential resource alternatives to the proposed Westlake and 
WF6 power stations.”  Subject to and without waiving the objections, the Company 
responds as follows. 
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a. Please refer to Q14 of the Direct Testimony of Company Witness Michael 
J. Plaisance.  For information concerning the RFPs mentioned in the 
referenced response in Mr. Plaisance’s Direct Testimony, please access the 
relevant information through the following links: 

 
• https://rfp.entergy.com/ENTRFP/SEND/2024ELLDemandResponsePr

ograms/Index.htm 
 
• https://rfp.entergy.com/ENTRFP/SEND/ELL3GWSolarRFP/Index.ht

m 
 
• https://rfp.entergy.com/ENTRFP/SEND/2024ELLExistingResourceRF

P/Index.htm  
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service
Commission Staff

Question No.:  STAFF 1-48 Part No.: Addendum:

Question

How many spots in MPA's production queue were secured and on what terms?

Response:

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. Subject
to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows.

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding
duplication of HSPM files.

As at the time of this filing, Entergy had secured with MPA,
covering various resource needs across Texas (ETI), Louisiana (ELL), Mississippi (EML)
and Arkansas (EAL). The terms for these slots are contained in the Exclusivity Agreement
executed by Entergy with MPA which is included in the HSPM attachment.

U-37853 STAFF 1-48 PI136



ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC        
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC 
to the Second Set of Data Requests 
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club 

Question No.: SIERRA 2-2 Part No.: Addendum: 

Question:   

a. 

b. 

Response: 

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent 
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or 
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. Subject 
to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows. 

a. A new-build combustion turbine (CT) is the standard assumption for the 
lowest-cost known option for adding long-term generation capacity. The 
CTs are designed with capability to burn up to 30% hydrogen by volume by 
the manufacturer. The company does not actually assume hydrogen 
is burned within its economic analysis.

b. Please see the response to subpart (a).
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC        
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC 
to the Fourth Set of Data Requests 
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club 

Question No.: SIERRA 4-2 Part No.: Addendum: 

Question:   

Refer to the Company's response to Sierra Club 2-2. 

a. Please confirm that the Company has no supporting documentation to share
that support its decision to utilize a "Levelized CT w/Hydrogen" for its
assumed capacity values or documentation to support the capacity value
itself.

Response: 

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests.  The 
Company further objects to this request as an improper request for admission that 
is prohibited by Rule 63 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.  
The Company further objects to this request as it misstates, misconstrues, or 
mischaracterizes ELL’s response to Sierra Club 2-2.  Subject to and without waiving 
the foregoing, the Company responds as follows. 

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive 
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing 
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed 
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives 
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in 
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding 
duplication of HSPM files. 

Sierra Club 2-2 did not ask for support for “the capacity value itself”; the Company 
does in fact have support for that capacity value.  Further, this request does not ask for the 
production of any documents, but the Company is nevertheless providing the relevant 
support as HSPM attachments to this response. 
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the Second Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club

Question No.: SIERRA 2-1 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. Subject
to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows.

The High Gas, High CO2 case was not run for this RFP, thus no net costs are
missing on this tab. This was a placeholder in the model in the event a High Gas, High
CO2 case was needed. Further, even if the High Gas, High CO2 case had been run,
Westlake and Waterford 6 would have still been the most economic resources in this RFP.

Response:
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC         

LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
Docket No. U-37853 

 
 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC   
to the Third Set of Data Requests  
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club  
  
 
Question No.:  SIERRA 3-7 Part No.:  Addendum:  
 
Question:   
 
 Refer to the Company’s response to Sierra Club 2-1. Please provide the basis for 
the Company’s assertion that “even if the High Gas, High CO2 case had been run, Westlake 
and Waterford 6 would have still been the most economic resources in this RFP,” including 
any analysis performed in machine-readable Excel format with all inputs and assumptions 
clearly identified. 
 

 
Response:  
 

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests. 
Subject to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows. 

 
Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive 

Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing 
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed 
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives 
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in 
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding 
duplication of HSPM files. 

 
The heat rates for the Waterford 6 and Westlake CCCT are similar to the heat rate 

provided by the other proposal in the RFP, and thus the relative dispatch of the units would 
not be expected to materially change.  had significantly higher 
fixed costs than Waterford 6 and Westlake, and thus ELL is able to conclude the Waterford 
6 and Westlake resources would still remain the most economic proposals in the RFP even 
under a high gas, high CO2 scenario. 
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC        
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC  
to the First Set of Data Requests 
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club 

Question No.: SIERRA 1-24 Part No.:  Addendum:  

Question:   

Refer to page 13 of the Direct Testimony of Phong D. Nguyen. Please provide the 
Henry Hub gas price forecast that ELL used in the economic evaluation of the proposed 
CCCTs in machine-readable Excel format. 

Response:  

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent 
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations 
or requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. 
The Company further objects to the statement that the requests are “continuing in nature” 
such that the Company should supplement under certain circumstances set forth in the 
“Instructions”, as such statement and instruction seek to impose obligations beyond what 
is required under the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure, Article 1428. Subject to and 
without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows. 

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive 
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate 
Reviewing Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect 
and executed in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing 
representatives through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files 
shall be treated in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality 
Agreement regarding duplication of HSPM files. 

See the HSPM attachment. 
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC        

LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC  

to the First Set of Data Requests 

of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service 

Commission Staff 

Question No.:  STAFF 1-89 Part No.: Addendum: 

Question 

For all of the following: 

• Waterford 6

• Westlake

• ELL's IRP assumption for a 1x1 CCCT

• Laidley's Franklin Farms generators

• Laidley's Waterford generator

• Evest's proposed 4 Richland Parish generators

• Evest's proposed 3 Point Coupee generators

Please provide a detailed comparison of: 

a. Total EPC contractor cost ($/kW)

b. Turbine/PIE cost ($/kW)

c. Engineering cost

d. Other Construction cost not included above

e. Contingency assumptions

f. LTSA costs

g. Financing assumptions

h. Schedule for completion

i. Total levelized cost on /kw-yr and /kw month.

Response: 

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent 

they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or 

requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. The 

Company further objects to the statement that the requests are “continuing in nature” such 

that the Company should supplement under certain circumstances set forth in the 

“Instructions”, as such statement and instruction seek to impose obligations beyond what 

is required under the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure, Article 1428.  The Company 

further objects to this request as vague and ambiguous, because it does not specify the 

particular comparison that is sought.  The Company further objects to the request to the 
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Question No.:  STAFF 1-89 

 

 

extent it seeks discovery into the Company’s recent IRP filings, including because the most 

recent IRP proceedings are in their early stages, the assumptions are subject to further 

updates, and such discovery would be in contravention of the procedure established for 

submitting an IRP.  Subject to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds 

as follows. 

 

 As a preliminary matter, and as applicable to all of the below information, the 

requested information seeks estimates and/or assumptions and, thus, information that is 

uncertain and/or subject to further development.  Further, the Company is providing certain 

information from its most recently submitted IRP assumptions, but the Company 

specifically objects to any request for discovery into those assumptions. 

 

a-e, g.  See the table below.  These details are not currently available for Richland 

Parish 3-4 and Point Coupee 1-3.  $/kw are based on output at ISO 

conditions. 

 

f.  LTSA costs have not been established across the fleet. Please see the 

Company’s response to STAFF 1-92 for Waterford 6 and Westlake. 

 

h.  The Company objects to the request as vague and ambiguous. The Company 

interprets this request as seeking the relevant in-service dates, which are 

provided in the table below.  

 

 Franklin 
Farms 

Waterford 
5 

Waterford 
6 Westlake 

Richland 
Parish 

1&2 

a-b.  Total EPC cost including PIE  

c.     Engineering cost 

d.     Other Construction cost not 
included above (excluding 
Transmission) 

e.     Contingency assumptions 

g.     Financing costs 

h.     Schedule for completion Dec-28 Dec-29 Jul-30 Oct-30  Mar -30 
 

i.  For Waterford 6 and Westlake, see levelized real fixed cost on the net 

benefit tab of the updated model provided as an HSPM attachment in the 

Company’s response to Sierra Club 1-1.  For all other generators, the 

analyses have not been performed. See the Company’s response to SIERRA 

1-26 for the Data Assumptions for the 2023 IRP and 2027 IRP data 

assumptions. 
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Environmental Defense
Fund

Question No.: EDF 1-14 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

In Paragraph XXXIX of its Application, ELL states that “a delay in the project
schedule could lead to additional costs for constructing the Proposed Generators, including
additional EPC costs, and could also delay the additional capacity and energy from the
Proposed Generators, which could  potentially  lead  to  additional  costs  in  the   MISO
marketplace.”   Please   explain what ratepayer protections are in place if the self-build
options are not built in accordance with the identified timeline and ratepayers are exposed
to additional costs in the MISO marketplace.

Response:

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests. The 
Company further objects to this Request as vague, ambiguous, overly broad, and as seeking 
information that is irrelevant and/or not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence. In particular, the phrase “ratepayer protections” is undefined, does 
not specify any category of costs (e.g., construction‑related, market‑related, 
financing‑related, or otherwise), and lacks the clarity required for ELL to provide a 
complete and precise response. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing, the Company 
responds as follows:

As a preliminary matter, the referenced paragraph is in the section of the 
Application titled “Request for Timely Treatment” and is the paragraph of the Application 
in which the Company specifies the drivers supporting its need for certification by 
December 2026.  The Company is seeking to protect ratepayers’ interests by alerting the 
Commission to the timing issues identified in the Application and by asking for 
Commission consideration at or before the specified December 2026 date.

Further responding, Company witness Michael J. Plaisance’s testimony describes 
the Company’s careful consideration of MISO’s resource adequacy framework and the 
financial exposure customers face in the MISO capacity and energy markets if sufficient 
in‑zone resources are not available. Ensuring that the Proposed Generators move forward 
on schedule therefore mitigates customers’ exposure to potentially higher ‑priced capacity 
purchases and higher market energy costs.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the Third Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public
Service Commission Staff

Question No.: STAFF 3-21 Part No.: Addendum:

Question

Response:

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests.
Subject to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows.\

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding
duplication of HSPM files.

IM and Worley conducted an initial introductory meeting with the Self Build team
on April 9. Follow-up meetings commencing on May 27 were conducted solely for the
purpose of responding to IE questions and concerns. No new Self Build information was
presented; all materials discussed were limited to information previously submitted in
proposal responses. See the HSPM attachment, which consists of clarifying questions
developed after the April 9th meeting and submitted to the Self Build team.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service
Commission Staff

Question No.: STAFF 1-30 Part No.: Addendum:

Question

Please provide a detailed reconciliation of the project cost categories for WF6 and
Westlake from:

a. The initial self-build proposals submitted into the 2024 CCCT RFP.

b. The current cost estimates presented in this proceeding.

Response:

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. Subject
to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows.

a. The WF6 self-build proposal was submitted as for a July
2030 COD and the Westlake self-build proposal was submitted as

b. The WF6 cost estimate presented in this proceeding is $2,027.2 million and
the Westlake cost estimate presented in this proceeding is $2,091 million.
Please see the Company’s response to Staff 1-31 for detailed reconciliation.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service
Commission Staff

Question No.: STAFF 1-31 Part No.: Addendum:

Question

For each cost increase identified in response to Staff 1-30, please provide:

a. The amount of the increase

b. The cause of the increase

c. Whether the increase was foreseeable at the time of the RFP.

Response:

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. Subject
to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC        
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC  
to the Second Set of Data Requests 
of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Question No.: STAFF 2-1 Part No.:  Addendum:  

Question 

On May 15, 2026, ELL filed in Docket No. U-37425 its Laidley Generation and 
Transmission Project Confidential Quarterly Monitoring Report for 2026 Pursuant to 
Order No. U-37425. 

Section III.E.ii of the Public Redacted Version states (in part): 

Material changes in cost to complete ELL Generation and 
Transmission Projects 

For Waterford 5, the primary drivers for the increased costs when compared 
to the original estimate are: Cost increases for site preparation and civil 
construction due to the geotechnical conditions at the site. The Waterford 5 
site must be built up several feet above grade, and the design basis for 
Waterford 5 includes 120-foot piles. Additionally, escalation and increased 
costs for labor and subcontracted engineered equipment ( e.g., air cooled 
condensers, electrical equipment, other equipment) since the summer of 
2024. 

Related to the Waterford 6 unit, for which ELL is seeking Commission certification 
in this proceeding, please: 

a. Describe whether the site chosen for the Waterford 6 unit has comparable 
geotechnical conditions to the site chosen for the Waterford 5 unit;

b. If the site chosen for Waterford 6 unit does not have comparable 
geotechnical conditions to the site chosen for the Waterford 5 unit, please 
explain any and all differentiating factors;

c. Describe whether ELL anticipates increases to the cost estimates presented 
to date for the Waterford 6 unit related to site preparation and civil 
construction due to geotechnical conditions at the site;

d. Describe whether ELL anticipates the Waterford 6 site needing to be built 
up several feet above grade in order to accommodate siting of the Waterford 
6 unit;
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Question No.: STAFF 2-1 

e. Describe whether ELL anticipates the design basis for the Waterford 6 site
to require 120-foot piles;

f. Describe whether ELL anticipates any additional site work not previously
contemplated or disclosed in its Application in this proceeding in order to
accommodate siting of the Waterford 6 unit;

g. Describe any and all site preparation and civil construction work ELL
current anticipates will be necessary to accommodate the siting of the
Waterford 6 unit;

h. Provide any and all geotechnical surveys or studies performed by the
Company, its affiliates, or any outside contractor and/or consultant related
to the Waterford 6 site;

i. Provide ELL's currently estimated cost of any geotechnical and/or site
preparation work it contends is currently needed to prepare the site to
accommodate siting of the Waterford 6 unit;

iii. Please provide the current representative cost class of this estimate.

iv. Please explain whether these costs are currently included in the total
cost estimates provided for the Waterford 6 unit as presented in this
proceeding.

j. Provide all analysis completed by ELL related to site selection for the unit
proposed to be installed at the Waterford site both prior to the application
and after any significant costs increases which may have occurred.

Response:  

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent 
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or 
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. Subject 
to and without waiving the objection, the Company responds as follows. 

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive 
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing 
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed 
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives 
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in 
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding 
duplication of HSPM files. 

a. Please refer to Q47 in Direct Testimony of Nicholas D. Pressler. Waterford
6 is planned to be co-located with the Waterford 5 Unit (similar 1x1 CCCT)
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Question No.: STAFF 2-1 

on ELL-owned property in Taft, St. Charles Parish, LA, and, yes, Waterford 
6 has comparable geotechnical conditions as Waterford 5. 

b. Please see response to (a) above.

c. No, ELL does not at this time anticipate increases to the cost estimates 
presented to date for the Waterford 6 unit related to site preparation and 
civil construction due to geotechnical conditions at the site. While the 
Company does not anticipate an overage, there are still unknowns and 
risks to the project that could present with impacts to costs; 
however, the Company’s risk mitigation program sufficiently takes this 
into account.

d. ELL anticipates the Waterford 5 and Waterford 6 site being built up with 
structural fill up to the same finished grade of elevation. The cost estimates 
for Waterford 6 presented in this filing take this basis into account.

e. Waterford 6 is using the same design basis for deep foundations as 
Waterford 5. The cost estimates for Waterford 6 presented in this filing take 
this basis into account.

f. ELL does not anticipate any additional site work that was not previously 
contemplated or disclosed in ELL’s Application in this proceeding in order 
to accommodate siting of the Waterford 6 unit at ELL-owned Waterford 
property. While the Company does not anticipate an overage, there are still 
unknowns and risks to the project that could present with impacts to 
costs; however, the Company’s risk mitigation program sufficiently takes 
this into account.

g. As contracted, based on the geotechnical investigations ELL had performed 
on the site, the grading plan for Waterford 5 and Waterford 6 consists of 
raising its site with structural fill to reach the final design grade. Further, 
the cost estimates presented in the Application include surcharging the site 
above existing grade to alleviate long-term settlement as prepared by the 
Engineer-of-Record. In addition, civil construction will include installation 
of deep foundations, underground utilities, and storm drainage typical of a 
new power plant development.

h. Provided are the Contract Exhibit A.16.4.04.1 – EPC Geotech Memo and 
Waterford 5&6 Geotechnical Report, both of which are HSPM.

i. Please see below:

i. The current representative cost for site preparation (site structural 
fill and surcharge program) for Waterford 6 is . This is a 
Class 3 estimate.

ii. Yes, this cost is currently included in the total cost estimate for 
Waterford 6 presented in this Application.
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Question No.: STAFF 2-1 

j. Please refer to Entergy response to Staff 1-70 and its HSPM attachment for
analysis completed by ELL related to site selection for the Unit. No cost
increases from the estimates in the Application have occurred or are
anticipated related to site preparation and civil construction for Waterford 6
due to geotechnical conditions at the site.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Environmental Defense
Fund

Question No.: EDF 1-17 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

In his February 2026 Direct Testimony (see Answer to Q45), Michael J. Plaisance
identifies four circumstances that might warrant cancellation of either Proposed Generator,
including (1) a well-founded, systematic increase in the forecasted cost of natural gas
making alternatives more cost-effective and (3) a change in completion or operating costs
of the Proposed Generators rendering them no longer in the public interest.

a) Please identify the specific gas price level or trajectory that ELL would
consider sufficient to trigger a cancellation analysis under factor (1).

b) Please identify the specific cost overrun amount or percentage above the
current estimate that ELL would consider a “change in the cost to complete”
sufficient to trigger a cancellation analysis under factor (3).

c) Please provide any break-even analysis ELL has performed showing at what
gas price or capital cost overrun level the Proposed Generators would no
longer produce net economic benefits to ratepayers.

Response:

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests.
Subject to and without waiving these objections, the Company responds as follows:

a. The Company objects to this request in that it relates to a hypothetical
scenario and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant,
admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving this objection, the
Company responds as follows: The requested analysis has not been
performed. Further responding, any decision to cancel either of the
Proposed Generators would require a full analysis of the circumstances at
the time.

b.  See the response to subpart (a).

c. See the response to subpart (a).
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service
Commission Staff

Question No.:  STAFF 1-95 Part No.: Addendum:

Question

Please provide a complete system-wide generation and capacity supply plan
corresponding to inclusion of each of the different load projection scenarios provided in
response to Staff 1-94, including all resources available to serve load for each year. With
respect to each version of the Load and Capability Report and any updates provided:

a. Identify all resources included in the supply stack, including:
j. Existing generation resources;
ii. Approved but not yet in-service generation resources;
iii. Proposed generation resources in any pending or recently filed
proceedings, including but not limited to:

1. Laidley (Meta) resources;
2. Evest Resources
3. Cottonwood;
4. Waterford 6 and Westlake;
5. Bayou Cove;
6. Big Cajun;
7. Oxy;
8. Zydeco Solar
9. Votaw and Segno Solar Resources
10. Any Solar Resources identified from U-36669 3GW Order

iv. Any capacity  purchases or assumed market purchases (including PRA
or bilateral purchases);
v. Any battery storage resources;
vi. Any other source of capacity or energy relied upon.

b. For each resource identified above, provide:
vii. Nameplate capacity (MW);
viii. Accredited capacity for PRM purposes (MW);
ix.Expected in-service date;
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x. Expected retirement date, if applicable, including all planned or assumed
retirements reflected in the Load and Capability Report or any related
planning analyses;

xi.Projected Net Book Value at retirement
xii. Identification of whether the resource is included in:

4. Base Case;
5. Change Case; or
6. Both;

c. Provide a complete annual capacity balance for each year, including:
v. Total system load (from Staff 1-94);
vi.Total capacity requirement (including PRM);
vii. Total available accredited capacity;
viii. Capacity surplus or deficit (MW);

d. For any year in which a capacity deficit exists:
iv. Identify the source of capacity assumed to meet the deficit;
v. Quantify the amount of such capacity (MW);
vi. Identify whether such capacity is assumed to be purchased from the
market;

e. Provide all supporting workpapers and calculations in Excel format with
formulas intact, including any planning models or inputs used to develop the
supply plan

f. To the extent the Company has performed any scenario analyses or sensitivity
analyses related to the inclusion or exclusion of any of the resources or loads
identified above, please provide all such analyses.

Response:

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. The
Company further objects to the statement that the requests are “continuing in nature” such
that the Company should supplement under certain circumstances set forth in the
“Instructions”, as such statement and instruction seek to impose obligations beyond what
is required under the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure, Article 1428. The Company
further objects to this request as vague, ambiguous, and overly broad.  Subject to and
without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows.
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a.
i-ii.  Please refer to HSPM attachment Staff 1-94 BP26 and Evest

L&Cs_HSPM.

iii. Please refer to HSPM attachment Staff 1-94 BP26 and Evest
L&Cs_HSPM. Refer to specific filings below for planned resources
by name:

iv–vi.  Please see the HSPM attachment Staff 1-94 BP26 and Evest
L&Cs_HSPM produced with the Company’s response to Staff 1-94.

b-d. Please see the HSPM attachment Staff 1-94 BP26 and Evest
L&Cs_HSPM produced with the Company’s response to Staff 1-94.

e. Please see the HSPM attachment Staff 1-94 BP26 and Evest
L&Cs_HSPM produced with the Company’s response to Staff 1-94.
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f. Please see the HSPM attachment Staff 1-94 BP26 and Evest
L&Cs_HSPM produced with the Company’s response to Staff 1-94.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the Second Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club

Question No.: SIERRA 2-9 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

Refer to Sierra Club 1-15. Please provide any materials the Company has developed
as part of its evaluation of surplus interconnection capacity across its system and any
preliminary findings.

Response:

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations or
requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. The
Company objects to this request as premature, overbroad, unduly burdensome, and as
seeking information that is irrelevant and/or not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.  Subject to and without waiving the foregoing, the
Company responds that, as previously stated, the Company is currently in the early stages
of evaluating the feasibility of such resources across its system.  No preliminary findings
have been identified at this stage.
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Environmental Defense
Fund

Question No.: EDF 1-19 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

In his February 2026 Direct Testimony (see Answer to Q22), Michael J. Plaisance
identifies Little Gypsy Units 2 and 3 (Amite South) and Nelson Station Unit 6 (WOTAB)
as the aging coal and gas units whose deactivation drives the need for replacement
generation. For each of Little Gypsy Unit 2, Little Gypsy Unit 3, and Nelson Station Unit
6:

a) The unit’s nameplate capacity, NRIS MW, and SAC for each year from
2020 through 2025;

b) The annual capacity factor for each unit for each year from 2020 through
2025;

c) The annual forced outage rate for each unit for each year from 2020
through 2025;

d) The total annual operations and maintenance (O&M) cost for each unit for
each year from 2020 through 2025, broken down between fixed O&M and
variable O&M, as well as any incremental capital expenses, including
environmental and other expenses;

e) Whether the units have been fully depreciated or not. Please provide the
most recent depreciation study;

f) The current assumed deactivation date for each unit in BP26, and whether
ELL has provided or intends to provide MISO with a deactivation notice
for each unit; and

g) For Nelson Unit 6 specifically: please describe the full range of options
ELL is currently evaluating for continued operations, including but not
limited to fuel conversion from coal to gas, and provide all analyses,
studies, or documents reflecting ELL's evaluation of those options.
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Question No.: EDF 1-19

Response:

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests.
Subject to and without waiving the objections, the Company responds as follows.

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed
in this docket.  HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives
through an OpenText™ Core Share link.  Any downloads of such files shall be treated in
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding
duplication of HSPM files.

a. Generator nameplate ratings do not change annually. Little Gypsy 2
nameplate rating is 412MW, Little Gypsy 3 rating is 582MW and Nelson 6
rating is 615MW.   See the HSPM for NRIS and SAC values.

b. See the HSPM attachment EDF 1-19(b) capacity factor_HSPM.

c. See the HSPM attachment EDF 1-19(c) N6 LG2 LG3 FOR 2020-
2025_HSPM.

d. See the Company’s response to Sierra 1-8 subparts (i) and (j).

e. None of these units are fully depreciated. Please see the depreciation study
provided as an HSPM attachment.

f. As to Little Gypsy 2 & 3, May 31, 2030 was the BP26 deactivation
assumption for Little Gypsy 2 & 3, and yes, in the sense that ELL is using
MISO’s replacement process in connection with Waterford 6 to re-use the
interconnection service associated with Little Gypsy 2 & 3. As to Nelson 6,
February 29, 2028 was the BP26 deactivation assumption for Nelson 6, and
no, ELL has not provided MISO with deactivation notice for Nelson 6.

g. The Company objects to this request as overbroad. Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing, please see the Company’s response to Staff 1-90 for
the option currently being evaluated by the Company for Nelson 6.

U-37853 EDF 1-19 EV257



ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Docket No. U-37853

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC
to the First Set of Data Requests
of Requesting Party: Environmental Defense
Fund

Question No.: EDF 1-8 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

For each industrial customer whose load is cited as a driver of the need for the
Proposed Generators in this docket (including at minimum the Hyundai steel mill, the CF
Industries ammonia facility, the Woodside LNG facility), please explain whether the
Company has had any communications about:

a) How the customer intends to take electric service, including:

i) whether the customer has requested, or ELL has proposed, service
under an existing tariff, a new tariff, a special contract, or some other
arrangement;

ii) whether the customer has been offered or has requested service
under a large load tariff or dedicated service arrangement;

iii) whether any large load tariff proceeding has been initiated or is
contemplated in connection with serving any of these customers,
and if so, identify the relevant docket;

iv) whether the terms of service have been finalized or remain under
negotiation;

v) whether the customer has proposed, or ELL has discussed, a behind-
the-meter generation arrangement, or any other arrangement under
which the customer would supply some portion of its own capacity
needs;

b) Whether the customer has expressed any preference, requirement, or
commitment to be served with clean, renewable, or low-carbon energy,
including:

i) whether the customer has publicly stated a corporate sustainability
goal, net-zero commitment, or renewable energy procurement target
that would affect how ELL proposes to serve that customer's load;

ii) whether ELL has discussed with the customer any clean energy
supply options — including renewable energy tariffs, power
purchase agreements for solar or wind resources, green tariffs, or
other mechanisms — as an alternative to or supplement to service
from the Proposed Generators;

U-37853 CR260



Question No.: EDF 1-8

iii) whether any clean energy supply arrangement has been included in
any executed or proposed ESA or service agreement with the
customer;

c) Whether the customer has expressed any capability or willingness to curtail
load, participate in demand response programs, or accept interruptible or
curtailable service, including:

i) the MW of curtailable or interruptible load identified for each
customer, the conditions under which curtailment would be
available, and the time horizon over which curtailment could be
sustained;

ii) whether any demand response, curtailment, or interruptible service
provisions have been included in any executed or proposed ESA
with the customer;

iii) whether ELL has evaluated whether demand response or curtailment
agreements with these customers could reduce or defer the need for
one or both of the Proposed Generators, and if so, provide that
analysis; and

iv) whether any load flexibility or curtailment capability associated
with these customers is reflected in ELL's load forecast, capacity
planning, or economic evaluation for this docket, and if so, describe
how it was incorporated.

Response:

ELL incorporates in full the General Objections served with these Requests. The 
Company further objects to this request as it misstates, misconstrues, or mischaracterizes 
the testimony in this docket; as shown from the evidence presented in support of the 
Company’s application, the referenced customer projects are only further support for a 
previously established need, as identified in the Company’s 2023 IRP.  The Company 
further objects to this request as seeking identifiable customer-specific information that, if 
released, would carry an unreasonable risk of undue harm to both the Company and each 
customer’s competitive positions.  The Company also objects to the request as overly 
broad and unduly burdensome and on the grounds that it seeks information that is 
irrelevant and not calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Subject to 
and without waiving the foregoing objections, the Company responds as follows:

Each of the customers with projects identified in the HSPM attachment to Sierra 
2-8 is on a standard rate approved by the Commission.  Further, certain responsive 
information can be found in the attachments produced in response to Sierra 2-8 (including 
the Addendum thereto) and Sierra 3-11 (including the Addendum thereto).

U-37853 CR261



ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC        
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC  
to the First Set of Data Requests 
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club 

Question No.: SIERRA 1-12 Part No.:  Addendum:  

Question:   

Has the Company developed cost estimates for carbon capture and sequestration 
(“CCS”) at any of its existing coal or gas units, or for new/proposed gas units? If so, please 
provide the following in machine-readable Excel format with formulas intact: 

a. Capital and operating cost estimates for CCS at each unit

b. Assumed operating characteristics, such as carbon removal rate and whether
carbon was assumed to be stored or transported elsewhere

c. Capacity and heat rate penalties for the unit associated with CCS

d. Assumed tax credits available to each CCS unit

e. In what futures or scenarios CCS will be included.

Response:  

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent 
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations 
or requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. 
The Company further objects to the statement that the requests are “continuing in nature” 
such that the Company should supplement under certain circumstances set forth in the 
“Instructions”, as such statement and instruction seek to impose obligations beyond what 
is required under the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure, Article 1428. The Company 
further objects to this request on the grounds that it seeks information that is irrelevant 
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible 
evidence. The Company further objects to the request for “any of its existing coal or gas 
units” as outside the scope of the docket. Subject to and without waiving the 
objections, the Company responds as follows. 

ELL has not developed cost estimates or other analysis for carbon capture and 
sequestration (CCS) for the new/proposed gas units in this docket.  As noted in the 
direct testimony of Nicholas Pressler at 5, lines 9 through 13, “the layouts of the sites
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Question No.: SIERRA 1-12 

for the Proposed Generators can accommodate carbon capture and storage (“CCS”) 
infrastructure and operations in proximity to the site.”   
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ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC        
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. U-37853 

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC  
to the First Set of Data Requests 
of Requesting Party: Sierra Club 

Question No.: SIERRA 1-13 Part No.:  Addendum:  

Question:   

Has the Company developed cost estimates for burning hydrogen at any of its 
existing or new/proposed gas units? If so, please provide the following in machine-readable 
Excel format with formulas intact: 

a. Capital and operating cost estimates for burning hydrogen at each unit

b. Assumed operating characteristics when burning hydrogen

c. Percentage mix of natural gas versus hydrogen by year

d. Costs of acquiring hydrogen, including production and distribution

e. Assumed tax credits available

f. In what futures or scenarios hydrogen will be included.

Response:  

The Company objects to the “Instructions” included with the request to the extent 
they seek to impose any obligations or requirements on ELL that exceed the obligations 
or requirements provided for in the articles of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure. 
The Company further objects to the statement that the requests are “continuing in nature” 
such that the Company should supplement under certain circumstances set forth in the 
“Instructions”, as such statement and instruction seek to impose obligations beyond what 
is required under the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure, Article 1428. The Company 
further objects to the request for “any of its existing . . . gas units” as outside the scope of 
this docket and as seeking information that is irrelevant and/or not reasonably calculated 
to lead to the discovery of relevant, admissible evidence.” Subject to and without waiving 
the objections, the Company responds as follows.

ELL has not developed cost estimates or other analysis for burning hydrogen for 
the new/proposed gas units in this docket.  As noted in the direct testimony of Nicholas 
Pressler at 5, lines 7 through 9, “By design, the MPA 501 JAC CT is capable of 
approximately 30% hydrogen co-firing, with the capability of supporting 100% 
hydrogen firing in the future with upgrades.”   
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